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THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 



[October, 



interpret Scripture according to such consent. And Eoman 
Catholics are continually told, and led to believe, that 
the Fathers are really unanimous upon the passages ad- 
duced in proof of the peculiar doctrine of the Church of 
Borne ; whereas the very reverse is a known historic fact. 
Thus, the celebrated Abbe Launoy proves, by extracts 
from the Fathers, that they held no less than four dif- 
ferent interpretations of the passage, " Thou art 
Peter," &c. 

Mr. G. — The Church has always interpreted the pas- 
sage, as making St. Peter head of the Apostles, and giving 
him the power of the keys— jurisdiction over the whole 
Church of Christ — to him and to his successors. 
(To be continued.) 



IS THE ROMAN CHURCH THE MOTHER AND 
MISTRESS OF ALL CHURCHES? 

TO THE EDITOR OF THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

Sib — I have read with pleasure your leading article, on 
the " Catholic Church," in your last number ; because, 
I think, you have put the question on its real point : for, 
I think, the dispute must turn on that article of the Roman 
creed, that " the Roman Church is the mother and mistress 
of all Churches:" is that true or false? that is the 
question. 

My reason for writing, is this. I remarked that yonr 
Roman Catholic correspondents wrote very clearly about 
the Catholic Church : they would write about that, and 
about nothing else. Now, I hope, they won't drop it, just 
when you bring it to the real point. Is the Church of 
Rome " the mother and mistress of all Churches ?" Surely 
they won't drop the question, just when it comes to that ! 

Dear sir, if you have got a letter from any of them 
about that, then don't mind putting in this letter ; but if 
you have got no letter from any of them, then just put in 
this note to remind them that we are all waiting, now that 
the thing has got to a point, 

Yours, dear sir, 
One that wants to be a tbue Catholic. 

Oct. 10, 1854. 

IS THE PROTESTANT BIBLE A CORRUPT AND 
MUTILATED TRANSLATION OF THE HOLY 
SCRIPTURES?* 

to the editor or the catholic layman. 
Sir — I very much regret to find that you have brought 
to a close your interesting articles on the above important 
subject. You have omitted to notice passages, equally 
interesting and important, bearing on the controversy be- 
tween Protestants and Roman Catholics, with those already 
noticed by you. Permit me to bring before your readers, 
three other texts, which are differently rendered in the two 
translations ; on each of which, important doctrines or 
ecclesiastical usages are founded, and which Protestants 
are accused of perverting for sinister and unholy purposes. 
An omission, on your part to notice these, might be con- 
strued, by some of your lay Roman Catholic readers, into 
a tacit admission of the correctness of the present Roman 
Catholic version. 

I refer to the three texts from John ii. 4, Ephes. v. 32, 
and 1 Cor. xi. 27. 

1. John ii. 4. — The words, Ti fpoi xai aoi, yvvai, 
are rendered, in the Roman Catholic translation, "Woman, 
what is that to me and to thee?" — in the Protestant ver- 
sion, " Woman, what have I to do with thee?" It has 
been argued that Protestants have wandered from a literal 
translation of the words, to adopt another which would 
convey an idea that our Lord desired to rebuke his mother 
for her untimely interference, whereas, if properly ren- 
dered, " it plainly shows that his mother knew of the 
miracle that he was to perform, and that it was at her 
request he wrought it."t 

I may be permitted to observe that it is not a modern 
Protestant notion, that the words of our Lord were uttered 
in reproof. Saint Irenams (A.D. 180) said, in reference 
to his mother's interference, that " the Lord repelled her 
untimely hurrying, said," &c.$ Saint Chrysostom (A.D. 
405) speaks of her " foolish arrogance."|l -And Saint 
Augustine (A.D. 430), in his comment on our Lord's 
address to Mary, said, " His Mother required him to per- 
form a miracle, but he, as it were, does not acknowledge 
his human origin (or others translate the words, viscera 
humana non agnoscit, docs not recognise parental autho- 
rity), when about to effect a Divine work ; as though He 
said, ' To that part of me which works the miracle thou 
didst not give birth.' ' Thon didst not give birth to my 
divinity,' &c. Therefore, because she was not the mother 
of his divinity, that the miracle was about to be performed, 
Heanswered, ' What have I to do with thee ?' "§ And to the 
like effect Saint Cyril of Alexandria (A.D. 400), t and 
others ; and Saint Epiphanius expressly informs us that 

» If our respected correspondent will refer to the Catholic Latman, 
vol. 1., page 117, and vol. ii., page 34, lie will find that we have already 
noticed some of the subjects treated of in this letter ; ihey are, how- 
ever, well worth calling attention to again, and we, therefore, gladly 
insert this letter. 

t Note to Roman Cath. translation. 

t Lib. 111., c IS, pp. 206-2. Edit. Benedict. 
II A-itoioia, vol. vii., page 467. Paris, fol. edit, 1718, and see 
vol. viii., p. 185. .. _ . 

5 Aognstine, vol. Hi., part ii., pages 354, 359, 357, &c. Edit Paris, 
1700. 

T Vol. iv., p. 135, p. 10C4. Paris Edit., 1638. 



our Lord made use of the word " woman'' on this occa- 
sion, " Lest any one should think that the holy (Blessed) 
Virgin was a being of superior excellence."* 

But all this is beside the real question. Docs the Pro- 
testant version give an incorrect or erroneous translation 
of the words of our Saviour ? Fortunately, in the present 
instance, we need not enter into a learned discussion of 
Greek idioms. How have Roman Catholics themselves 
interpreted these very words in other places ? The very 
same words occur eight times in the Septuagint translation 
of the Old Testament, and six times in the original text 
of the New Testament, which the Latin Vulgate, in every 
instance, renders by the same form of expression, " Quid 
mihi et tibi." In every sinyle instance, save the one in 
question (John ii. 4), the Roman Catholic version now in 
use, has " What have I to do with thee " (or you).f 

Now, sir, I think, one may fairly leave this text as 
rendeivl in our Protestant version, until objectors are 
prepared to show that in these fourteen different places 
they have themselves given an incorrect translation of the 
words in question. 

The Roman Catholic Archbishop of Philadelphia, Dr. 
Kenrick, is constrained to admit the correctness of our 
version, and has actually adopted it in his recent trans- 
lation of the New Testament ! 

II. Ephesians v. 32. We know that Roman Catholics 
teach that " marriage " is one of the Seven Sacraments 
instituted by Christ. That marriage is declared in the 
Bible to be a sacrament, we are referred to this text, which 
they render, " This is a great sacrament." The original 
word is uvvrnpiov — literally, mystery — and is so rendered 
in the Protestant Authorized Version. 

We dispose of this point as we did the last. The 
same original Greek is used five other times in this same 
epistle — nay, further, it occurs twenty-two different times in 
the New Testament.! In twenty-one instances the present 
Roman Catholic version renders the word in question as 
we do, " mystery ;" while, in the twenty-second in- 
stance, and in this particular place, for very obvious rea- 
sons, the same word is rendered "sacrament." 

When Roman Catholics are prepared to show that in 
these twenty-one different places they have themselves 
given an incorrect translation, it will be time enough to 
consider the twenty-second. 

What saith a cardinal of this Church ? Cardinal Cajetan 
confesses, in his remarks on this very text — "This is a 
great mystery ; but the learned reader cannot infer from 
thence that marriage is a sacrament ; for he (Paul) said 
not it is a sacrament, but amystery."|| 

And here again Dr. Kenrick has adopted the same trans- 
lation as given in our Authorized Version, in his late 
edition, above referred to, candidly admitting, in a note, 
that he preferred the literal reading.§ 

III. 1 Cor. xi. 27. The Roman Church denies the cup 
to the laity. The first official decree, on this subject, was 
issued by the Council of Constance, A.D. 1414, at the 13th 
session. While admitting that Christ instituted the sa- 
crament under both kinds it declared " that it should be 
received by laymen under the kind of bread only, is to be 
held for a law which may not be refused.^ In all Protes- 
tant Churches the wine, as well as the bread, is given to 
the laity. We act on Scriptural authority. But we are 
charged with the guilt of corrupting a text in Scripture to 
support our system. The text, 1 Cor. xi. 27, is rendered, 
in the present Roman Catholic version — "Wherefore, 
whosoever shall eat this bread or drink the chalice of the 
Lord unworthily." The note observes — " Here erroneous 
translators corrupted the text by putting and drink (con- 
trary to the original jj mvn) instead of or drink." In 
the " Grounds of Christian Doctrine," Dublin, 1838, p. 31, 
we read, "the Protestant translators have evidently cor- 
rupted the text by putting in ' and drink,' instead of ' or 
drink,' as it is in the original." Mr. Waterworth declares 
our rendering to be " a horrid mistranslation" or " no 
translation at all."** 

Griesbach has Jj jrt'vjj, which we translate and drink ; 
modern Roman Catholics, or drink. As establishing or 
confirming a matter of doctrine or custom, it is of little 
consequence which translation we adopt in this text, for in 
both versions, in the verse immediately before and imme- 
tiately after, we have the words and drink. But the ques- 
tion is, arc we Protestants guilty of corrupting the text, 1 
Cor. xi. 27, by substituting and for or? 

1. The Lexicographers, Schleusner and Robert Constan- 
tine (a Roman Catholic) say that j; ^ is sometimes 
used for cat, and. 

2. The Alexandrine and some other Greek manuscripts 
have icnt not rj ; and the Syriac, Coptic iEthiopic and 
three Arabic versions rendered this text as we do now. 

3. But these last may be declared heretical versions, and 



of no authority, then we assert that very many of the 
authorized Roman Catholic editions have and and not or, 
a great many of the oldest vulgate editions included. I 
have myself examined the Paris edition of the Vulgate, 
edited by the Benedictine monks, A.D. 1565, and another 
published in 1573, declared to be "accurate recognita, 
et emendata," &c, and another of 1543, also the Paris 
edition, "ApudRob. Stephanum," 1D27, and the Basil 
edition of John Forben de Hamelburg, 1495, all these I 
can testify have et (and) and not aut (or). 

The following passage is from Blair's letters, on the 
" Revival of Popery"* : — 

" 1st. I find it stated, in page 492, vol. iii., of ' Curse 
Philologicse et Criticaj Wolfi,' 4to., Basil, 1741, that more 
than thirty of the earliest printed editions of the Vulgate 
translations, between the years 1462 and 15C9, have et 
biberit {and shall drink), agreeing with our own version. 
2nd. That the Mjssab, both printed and manuscript copies, 
likewise read et biberit. 3rd. I have myself examined such 
printed editions of the Vulgate Latin as came in my way, 
and have found above fifty of them to contain the same 
rendering of the text. 4th. I have consulted several manu- 
scripts of the Vulgate, some at the British Museum, others 
in the libraries of private individuals, in which I found et 
biberit, &c, not vel or aut biberit. 5th. Some of the very 
oldest translations into German, French, &c., made from 
the Vulgate, by Roman Catholics themselves, agree on the 
disputed passage with ours. 6th. Not merely do the 
printed versions agree, but likewise different manuscripts 
which I examined, and particularly those in French, which 
are founded on the versions of Guiart des Moulias, or on 
the History of Peter Comester, so highly esteemed by the 
schoolmen, &c, before printing was discovered. Among 
the Latin Vulgate editions alluded to, are some of peculiar 
value — for instance, the very first Bible ever printed by 
Faust and Guttenburg, called the Mazarine Bible, about 
A.D. 1450, or soon after, but without date ; the Bible 
executed, with a date, by the next printers, at Metz, 1462 ; 
the celebrated copy in the Polyglott of Cardinal Ximenes, 
with the authority of Pope Leo X. ; the early Bible of 
Eggerstein, about 1468 ; also that with notes of Nicholas 
de Lyra; Peter Comester's Commentary on St. Paul's 
Epistles, written in the middle of the twelfth century ; the 
Bible of the Louvain Doctors ; that of the Paris Divines ; 
the grand Polyglott of Antwerp ; the Bible of the Sala- 
manca University ; and a multitude of others, highly im- 
portant, which it would be tedious to particularize." 

And, lastly, I may add that the same reading as ours is 
to be found in the edition published by Pope Sixtus V., 
or, rather, he adopted the old Vulgate, and he denounced 
his anathema against the roan who should alter it " »n the 
smallest particular ;" notwithstanding this denunciation, 
Pope Clement VIII. subsequently published another 
edition, altered in very many particulars, and among 
them the one in question. 

I do trust that you will permit this subject to be followed 
up, as it is universally admitted to be of the greatest con- 
sequence. A ready answer is at once afforded by this 
means to the virulent attacks made by Roman Catholics 
against our excellent version. 

I remain, sir, your obedient servant, 

C. H. CoLLETTE. 



» F.piph., pages 1056-1061. Paris edit, 1622. 

t The texts are— Judges xi. 12;2 Samuel (2 Kings) xvi. 10, and xix. 
22; Ezra (Esdras) iv. 3; Joel iii. 4 ; Joshua xxii. 24; 1 Kings (iii.) 17, 
18; 2 Kings (iv ) 8,18; Matt viii. 29 ; Luke viii. -28, and iv. 34; 
Mark v. 7, and 1. 24. See Cath. Lat., vol. i. No. 10, p. 117. 

t Mark iv. 11 ; Rom. II. 25, xvi. 26 ; 1 Cor. ii. 7, XV. 51 ; Eph. I. 9, 
Hi. 3, iii. 4, iii. 9, v. 32, vi. 19 ; Col. i. 26, i. »7, iv. 8 ; Col. ii. 2 ; 
2 Thess. ii. 7 ; 1 Tim. iii. 9., 16 ; Rev. i. 20, x. 7, xvii,, 5*7. 

U Non habes ex hoc loco, prudens lector, a Paulo conjuginm esse 
sacramentuin. Non enim nicit, sacramentum, sed mystermm hoc 
magnum est, et veri Ac."— Caj. apud. Chamier. de Sacram, lib. iv., 
cap. iii., torn, iv., p. 149 (p. 140. Paris ed., 1532). 

\ See Catholic Latman, vol. ii., No. 16, p. 43. 

f Labbe and Cost., Cone. Trio., HI., coL 100. Paris, 1672. 

«* Venn's Letters to Waterworth, Hereford, 1845, p. 106. 



ON THE CATHOLIC CHURCH. 

TO THE EDITOR OF THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN 

Sir As the month is very far advanced, I shall 

send you only a short letter, that you may be enabled 
to insert it in your next number. 

You praised me in a late number of the Layman 
very highly, because I abstained from vulgar abuse, 
or scurrility and slander, in this discussion with you. 
Indeed, Mr. Editor, I believe that if I had had recourse 
to such ignoble weapons, I would have injured the 
cause which I impotently and unlearnedly espouse. 
My religion, I say it emphatically, requires no such 
arms of defence. For my part, I declare sincerely, if 
I found any Catholic writer arming himself with abuse 
and slander, instead of sober reasoning, against Protes- 
tants, it would startle me extremely, and be apt to 
make me stagger in my faith, especially if I observed 
that the generality of our divines followed that me- 
thod. 

The reason hereof is plain, because everybody that 
has but a grain of common sense knows that misre- 
presentation and abuse are not only the foulest stains 
upon the credit and reputation of any cause, but even 
betray a consciousness in the author that the cause he 
maintains has not a solid foundation of its own to stand 
upon. For if he thought that it could stand firm upon 
its own bottom, he would never hazard the reputation 
of it by employing the most unchristian means to sup- 
port it. Hence it is, that truth being able to maintain 
itself by fair and solid reasoning, not only disdains the 
ordinary little artifices of fallacy and misrepresentation, 
but utterly abhors to receive any assistance from the 
vile hands of falsehood and slander. Whereas lies can 
only be maintained by lies; and there is no surer mark of 
a bad cause than when, instead of standing a fair trial 
of argument and reason, it has recourse to such un- 
warrantable methods for its defence as no man will 

* London, 1819; appendix, pages 250-252. 



